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Abstract

Socioeconomic transformations have led to new sasks which provoked a changing
role of welfare systems. Family policies have beetably shaped by these developments which
affect the policy field on an actor-centred, adnal and on a discursive level. Concerning the
latter, sustainability discourse — addressing arsbothers new social risks — has emerged in
German family policy at the turn of the new mill&um. In this perspective, strategic networks
were established, economic and demographic argati@mtgained importance and evaluation
of family policy measures was set up. Indeed, ach@quently refer to sustainability as being
an apt way to respond to recent socioeconomic exgdis. However, the understanding of sus-
tainability in family policy is very heterogeneow®gpending on the actors’ points of view.

Empirically, the paper provides an expansion atigécon of definitions given in the
context of sustainability in family policy. Furtheore, it analyzes the implementation of par-
ticipative aspects as integral element of sustdibablrhe analysis is based on the most impor-
tant expertises in this field and on 32 intervimesducted with scientists, representatives from
welfare and family organizations, relevant founolasi and the judicial sphere as well as with
policy makers on all federal levels.

In detail, the paper reveals that although the ephof sustainability is referred to as
innovative solution to socioeconomic transformasiosustainability discourse can be supposed
to be (also) a means to other ends: Amongst otlieran be seen as a sort of ex-post legitima-
tion for political changes that had already beeatuged on national level earlier. Using the ex-
ample of theLokale Biindnisse fur Familioringing together state and societal actors at th
local level), the paper shows that — contrary t@twhk suggested in sustainability discourse —
unconventional types of networks may not just tikat be considered to be sustainable ones.
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1. Introduction?

Family policies have been notably shaped by sooim@mic transformations that took
place in the last few years. These changes affecpolicy field on an actor-centred, a
structural and on a discursive level. Concerning Ittter, sustainability discourse —
addressing amongst others new social risks likglesiparenthood or balancing work
and caring — has come to light in German familyiggoht the turn of the new millen-
nium. Emerged in forestry contexts, the term oftanability originally stands for a
lack of natural resources which had been pointadespecially by the Club of Rome
(Meadows et al. 1972) in the 1970s. In its moreemécversion, the term does not
imperatively deal with the lack of natural resogr@one but also with economic or
social ones, resulting in a socio-economic-ecollgidangle? In the early 1990s, the
concept of sustainability has been expanded bairgehically and concerning its con-
tent on the occasion of the United Natidbgnference on Environment and Develop-
ment (UNCED; 1992 in Rio de Janeiro). Generallyaiihs at reconciling normative
goals (e.g. long term political concepts) and prltreality (e.g. short term logic of
democratic systems).

On a scientific level, sustainability-related rasdamainly concentrates on the question
of how sustainability concepts should be arrandedinds that they should include
normative aspects as well as integrate relevaneésons. Last but not least, participa-
tion of all relevant actors is considered to beontgnt. This is true both in the elabora-
tion as well as in the implementation process (Nglet al. 2004). To resume, sustain-
ability concepts should beormative integrative and participative According to sus-
tainability research, the concepts’ normative betseuld consist of criteria such as in-
tra- and intergenerational justice, preservatiomjdlity of life and persistence of the
system. Furthermore, researchers underline thahasdo consider several dimensions
when establishing a sustainability concept (e.ge@logical, an economic and a social
one). However, although there are research aeviti this field, the idea of sustain-
ability cannot be understood as a pure scientifie. dt is rather located at the intersec-
tion of science, politics, economics and the gdneullic and represents a kind of a

politico-ethical, normative idea (Schafer 2008:.R21for this reason it is marked by its

! This paper is part of an ongoing PhD-project unitlerdirection of Prof. Dr. Irene Gerlach and P
Klaus Schubert at the University of Miinster. Thegid¢oof sustainability discourse in German familyi-po
icy has already been dealt with in Ahrens (forthocwh As some of the basic assumptions did not
change in the meantime, this paper partly resortise latter.

2 However, these three aspects should not be coeside be solitary ones. In fact, the triangle eath
stands for interdependencies between ecologicahamic and social sphere (N6lting et al. 2004: 255)
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practical orientation, concentrating on the forniola of sustainability concepts (Nolt-
ing et al. 2004: 254).

In the 1990s, questions of sustainability begamrtee in Germany. Marked ecologi-
cally at first, its understanding became multidigienal some time later. In 2002, the
red-green government accomplished a national suadigity strategy which set up the
political landmarks for the following years (Bundegierung 2002: 323).0One year
earlier, the red-green cabinet had appointed thren@® Council for Sustainable Devel-
opment as well as a special committee for sust@nddvelopment at the chancellery.
In 2004, a parliamentary advisory board for sustiai® development was established by
the German Bundestag. In this institution, 40 diegsufrom all parliamentary groups
work together (Bundesregierung 2008: 2@enerally, the red-green government un-
derlines the cross sectional aspect of sustaityabili its national strategy (Bundes-
regierung 2002: 1). As a consequence, measuregiy policy field should meet crite-
ria of sustainability. This is also true for fampwplicy.

Thus, over several decades German family policydeaeloped in a way very contrary
to what theoretical requirements in terms of sustaiity might suggest. In fact, it has
rather been marked by ideologisation, reflecting differences between Christian De-
mocrats (CDU/CSU) and Social Democrats (SPD), thvamter-partisan cooperation,
aiming at defining and reaching goals in a consainsay. Indeed, until the end of the
1990s, changing partisan constellations provokeshgés concerning the policy’s main
foci.”> Furthermore, its participative character was kmjtas family interests were for a
long time considered to be a private matter, istegeoups had a weak position in Ger-
man family policy (Gerlach 2010: 38f., 429ff.). Hewer, amongst others due to Consti-
tutional Court’s rulings pointing out the importanof families’ performances for the
whole society, ideologisation became less imporiatiie end of the 1990s. In addition,
the congruence between parties seems to have secreAt the changeover from the
red-green (1998-2005) to the Grand coalition (22089), the new government took
over several aspects, e.g. the idea of an incofatedeparental benefit which had been

conceptualized under the red-green coalition. leuntlore, concerning their goals, party

% This strategy is reviewed continuously.

* For further details concerning the inauguratiomei institutions also see Bundesregierung 2008.

® In rare cases, it even led to cancellation of messsthat had been introduced by former governments
This was the case of tax exemption for dependdlidren (Kinderfreibetrag that had been established in
1949 under a CDU/CSU majority and was abolishefi9n5 under a SPD majority. In 1983, it was re-
established by a CDU-minister. However, partiehagatend to introduce new measures that correspond
to their political focus than to abolish measuréfoomer governments. As a consequence, a clufter o
measures — partly contradictory ones — has beatedr®@ver the years.
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programs seem to differ from each other in onlyea fspects lately (Gerlach 2010:
156ff.). Parallel to this continuity, the demograpsituation and its consequences, Con-
stitutional Court’s rulings as well as an incregsiamily poverty rate led to changes in
the understanding of family policy (Gerlach 20186)L Additionally, there have been
changes in working style and in argumentation (&sB007) as well as concerning ac-
tor constellations (e.g. Ristau 2005) in the re@ast. These changes are often referred
to as being part of a ‘new’ family policy. As a syrym for ‘new’, the term of ‘sustain-
able’ family policy is frequently used in politicgbublic and academic discourse since
the beginning of the 2lcentury. However, it is not always clear what estmean
when they talk about sustainability in German fgmpiblicy. Therefore, this paper aims
at

(1) expanding and reflecting the definition of sustaifity in German family policy

concerning itsiormativeandintegrativeaspects,
(2) analyzing the implementation @frticipative aspects by pointing out challenges
in actors’ cooperatiof.

In chapter 2, three of the most important publaadi dealing with sustainability in
German family policy as well as 32 interview tramsts are analyzed concerning the
understanding of sustainability reflected in thieses. In a second step, this chapter has
a look at the question in how far scientific fingenare integrated into relevant actors’
understanding of sustainability by putting emphasisnormative and integrative as-
pects of sustainability. As we will see, sustaifigbdiscourse is strongly connected to
major societal and political developments that o in the last few years. That is
why it can even be argued that sustainability dise® in German family policy is not
only an end in itself but can also be considereal means to other ends.
Chapter 3 concentrates on tparticipative aspect of sustainability in the way that it
deals with questions of cooperation between releaators. First, recent changes con-
cerning the actor-centered level of German famdlyqy are pointed out. Second, coop-
eration between relevant societal and state adsorutlined. It is shown that even
though there are good reasons for and apt instrisnoéicooperation, interviewees iden-

tify several factors that may have a negative ihpactheir relationships and thereby

® In both cases, the analysis is based on 32 imes/conducted with relevant societal and staterscto
These semi-structured interviews were recordedaditetiwards transliterated. Additionally, in chapger
normative and integrative aspects of sustainakality studied on the basis of three of the most itapb
expertises in this area (BMFSFJ 2003; BMFSFJ 2BMEFSFJ 2006). Theoretical findings as well as
findings from the interviews and from the expesiseere integrated into a set of variables. Theyewer
parameterized in several categories such as ‘uiaaheling of sustainability’, ‘dimensions of sustdiia
ity’ and ‘normative criteria of sustainability’.
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affect the cooperation’s quality. Using the exampiiehe Lokale Biindnisse fur Fami-

lie’, an initiative bringing together state and sotiatiors on the local level, it is put
emphasis on the fact that — contrary to what igyestgd in sustainability discourse —
unconventional networks between state and socetaks cannot without any restric-

tion be considered to be sustainable ones. Chadpgimes a résumé.

2. What is meant by ‘sustainable family policy’?

Defining sustainability in family policy is not edént since contrary to other policy
fields like environmental policy, questions of susability sort of have been imposed
on family policy: It seems that after the elabaratpf the national sustainability strat-
egy in 2002, political actors were more or lessst@ined to identify a link between
sustainability and their own policy field. In Germ&amily policy, the topic of sustain-
ability is mostly dealt with in publications editéy the Federal Family Ministry. The
most important of them are analyzed in the follayviHowever, according to theoretical
requirements concerning actors’ participationsinot enough to just consider publica-
tions when trying to define sustainability. Thatuky this chapter also takes into con-
sideration interviews conducted with relevant satiand state actors and their attitudes
to the topic of sustainable family policy.

Written by Rirup and Gruescu in 2003, the firstezkipe edited by the Federal Family
Ministry (BMFSFJ) dealing with sustainability innfaly policy is strongly marked by
economic aspects. In fact, it has been commissipaegllel to upcoming changes in the
welfare system, announced by the Agenda 2GEOwell as by the Lisbon Stratégy
Concretely, the expertise brings in the term otanability for the first time in a scien-
tific, family policy-related context® Its definition strongly stresses an economic point

of view, taking into account demographic change$ooysing on the question of fertil-

" Set up in 2004 by the Federal Family Ministry aodfinanced by the European Social Fund, thisdniti
tive aims at bringing together actors that affegnilies’ lives on a local level (for further detaitee
http://lokale-buendnisse-fuer-familie.de/).

8 Inaugurated in 2003 by the red-green governmeatAgenda 2010 aims at boosting the ailing economy
by fostering the restructuring of the welfare syste.g. concerning labor market regulations, hezdtte
benefits and the pension system.

° In 2000, the European Council wrote down its gmalbecome the most competitive and dynamic
knowledge-based economy in the world, capable sfagnable economic growth with more and better
jobs and greater social cohesion” in the Lisbonat8gy (see http://www.consilium. eu-
ropa.eu/ueDocs/cms_Data/docs/pressData/ en/ec/@Q1&D.htm).

19 Thus, the term has already been discussed in 200 context of the elaboration of a national-sus
tainability strategy, for example on an event hddtg the Bundesministerium fir Familie, Senioren,
Frauen und Jugend (BMFSFJ — Federal Ministry fanilyg Senior Citizens, Women and Young People)
in 2002, bringing together all sorts of politicaldanon-political actors (BMFSFJ 2002).
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ity rates. Two years later, Bertram et al. expaniesl definition given by Rurup and
Gruescu by taking into account not only economid demographic but also sociologi-
cal arguments. In addition, the authors put a faoushe instruments family policy ac-
tors should take into consideration when wantingetich sustainability. In parts, Ber-
tram et al. seem to distance themselves from RéangpoGruescu, e.g. when they state
that a sustainable family policy should not onlylégitimized by questions of fertility
rates (BMSFJ 2005: 47). When this expertise wadighdd in 2005, a scientific com-
mittee (amongst them also Bertram) already workedhe third main publication in
this field — the Seventh Family Repdttin the report, experts state that major changes
in the German society (like the transition fromusttial to service society) make that
family policy and its instruments have to be recdaed. They criticize that existing
instruments do not fit different familial situat®ibut concentrate on a traditional ideal
of family and marriage. In addition, family poliactivities as a whole do not seem to
be coherent to the experts (BMFSFJ 2006: 57). Aersequence and similar to what
Bertram et al. (2005) state, the expert committgees for a policy that takes into ac-
count special needs and demands that may occureitife situation but not in another
one. In the report, the committee deals with thestjon of sustainability in an own
chapter in which it mainly stresses the importaoicEamilies for society and claims for
a balance between waged work and (unpaid) care-(BikSFJ 2006: 245ff.).

This first look at the three expertises alreadyeeds that the understanding of sustain-
ability seems to have evolved. In fact, it looksfas has become a more sophisticated
one over the years, concentrating exclusively amemic aspects in the first place and
broadening this perspective in the following yedst in order to come closer to the
concept and to concretize its definition, the etipes as well as the interviews con-
ducted with relevant state and societal actorsaaatyzed concerning theinderstand-
ing of sustainabilityin family policy. Furthermore, the same data aralgzed concern-
ing theoretical components: Is there any link mamsustainability research criteria?
Are main elements of sustainability (e.g. ecologimpnomic and social dimensions and

normative criteria like intra- and intergeneratibpustice, preservation of quality of life

1 Written by experts and edited by the family minisEamily Reports are facing an increasing scienti
cation (Kaufmann 2007: 380). What is new about3heenth Family Report is the combination of macro
and micro sociological perspectives as well asititegration of international comparisons (Huinink
2007: 391). In addition, for the first time, soaileactors were integrated into the process of etlmn.
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and persistence of the system) integrated int@xiperts’ and interviewees’ understand-

ing of sustainability?
2.1. Understanding of sustainability in the contaifiamily policy

In terms of sustainability in family policy, Rurignd Gruescu state that demographic
changes (will) have an impact on social securisteays as well as on the labor market.
In order to face them, the authors advise to redbeeshortage of skilled labor by
strengthening female labor market integration. 8dlyg they emphasize that if relevant
actors aim at insuring a high quantity of potengaiployees in the future, child care
facilities should be expanded. In addition, theatestthat a parental benefit should be
introduced. According to the authors, both measuoedd contribute to an increasing
total fertility rate™® By reaching these goals — they argue — familycgoliould contrib-
ute to economic growth and could therefore be ctEmsd to be sustainabie.

Bertram et al. apply a more differentiated defomtinot taking into consideration solely
economic and demographic but also sociological @spéenerally, they stress the
topic of generational justice. Furthermore, thehatg discuss how sustainability could
be reached (BMFSFJ 2005: 7ff.). For them, familyigyoshould consist of a mix of
time policy, financial transfers and infrastruclusapport (BMFSFJ 2005: 7). To re-
sume, their understanding of sustainability is oha target group-specific policy that
they suppose to be more efficient than ‘one fitdlitsolutions.

Similar to Bertram et al., also the Seventh FarRBport defines sustainable family
policy as consisting of a mix of time policy, inftauctural support and financial trans-
fers. Within this mix of instruments, the committ@ederlines the importance of time-
related measures though, including their adaptatiospecial situations that might oc-
cur in the course of life (BMFSFJ 2006: 266ff.).eléxperts put the question of sustain-
ability in a wider perspective and apply a morehssiicated understanding of sustain-
ability than previous expertises (Huinink 2007: B98 fact, they consider resources of

families to be finite. In addition, the expert coittee states that as families have a

12 These questions are operationalized by usingriteria ‘understanding of sustainability’, ‘dimensis

of sustainability’ and ‘normative criteria of suistability’. Information concerning these topics was
tracted from the interview transcripts and expestisvith the help of the software MIA (Glaser/Laudel
2009).

13 Both aspects — the question of getting childred ahfemale labor market integration — can, if you
believe the expertise, be explained by economiocnsésee the concept of opportunity costs).
nterestingly, this argumentation contradicts ‘ttiathal’ family policy measures (e.g. married coesl
tax splitting) that can be rated as aiming — ambotsers — at an increasing fertility rate by meahsa
low female labor market integration rate.
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positive impact on the society as a whole, thespoeces should be cherished (BMFSFJ
2006: 247). This is even truer against the backwtoof major societal changes that
have occurred in the recent past (e.g. globalimatiee developing of a knowledge soci-
ety). The Seventh Family Report goes further thendther two expertises, not only
describing what sustainability (should) mean(s)lefining its instruments, but also stat-
ing what changes would be necessary on a struauarchlon an actor-centered level in
order to reach sustainability in German family ppl(BMFSFJ 2006: 280ff.). However,
it stays nebulous in some ways and does not gneally consistent definition of what
sustainability in family policy means. In some pathe experts’ reasoning is very con-
crete — e.g. when they underline the fact thatdcpdverty, traditional role models and
the breadwinner model do not contribute to sushalitva (BMFSFJ 2006: 246ff.) — in
some parts it is more or less nebulous — e.g. vexgerts stress that sustainability in
family policy means reliability (BMFSFJ 2006: 261dditionally, when it comes to
the important question of how sustainability cobkl reached, they refer to measures
that have already been pointed out by Bertram.gBAlFSFJ 2005). In fact, one can
assume that the report’s focus concerning sustdityatiffers according to the respec-
tive author of each passage. This impression igaeed by an interviewee (member of
the expert committee), stating that it was notghgpose of the Report to find a consis-
tent definition of sustainability (W3},

Analyzing the interviews under the same aspectw/shbat there is a very heterogene-
ous understanding of sustainability, too. Basicalystainability is said to be a synonym
for a good working style in the policy making pres€B2; L2) respectively a scientific
method taking into consideration past and futuf2(Sincluding a long term perspec-
tive (B1; B5; L2; K1; K5; W1; W3; VV4,; VV6; VV7; S1J1), coherence (W1; W2;
VV7) and reliability of measures (B3; VV2; VV8) whireaching the intended effects
(B1; B2; B5; VV2; W1; W3; SP3; J1), for example byaluating measures (B4; W1,
W3) and making political processes transparent JSR&thermore, interviewees state
that a sustainable family policy should consider fdck of (human) resources (B3) as
well as families’ social environment (L1) and catsif a life-long support for families

(B3). Some interviewees also emphasize that sagidity means avoiding unidimen-

1543’ is used as acronym fdwissenschaftscience), third interview conducted in this aaooup. In
the following, B stands foBund (central state level), stands folLand (federal state levelX for Kom-
mune(local level),VV for Verbande und Verein@rganizations and associationSR for Sozialpartner
(social partners)s for Stiftungen(foundations) and for Justiz (justice). All in all, 32 interviews were
conducted: six in the group, four in the groug., five in the grouK, nine in the groupyV, three in the
groupW, three in the grouP, one in the grouf and one in the group
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sionality, caused e.g. by the integration of taw &stors or ideas (SP2; VV9; S1; J1). In
addition, sustainability is referred to as beingirstrument for facilitating gender eq-
uity (SP1; VV1,; VV2; VV8) as well as equality ingreducational and in the social sys-
tem (SP1) respectively (financial) independencdadiilies (VV6; VV8). Also, some
interviewees indicate that a sustainable familygyoshould make possible that desires
for children can be realized (VV2; VV8).

The goals of sustainability mentioned go from areasing fertility (B3; L1) and a de-
creasing poverty rate (B3; VV2) to an increasinigs$action rate of families (L1; VV3).
Some of the interviewees even emphasize that aisabte family policy should be
more than just an increase of fertility and femlalgor integration rate respectively a
decrease of children poverty rate (VV2; VV3). Foreoof them, sustainability in the
context of family policy means that relevant actomnsider existing families, their
needs and problems and do not exclusively condentva (potential) future ones
(VV3). Generally, interviewees state that theselggoauld be attained by strengthening
family policy and social networks (L1; L2) as wal by enabling families to live their
individual lives without forcing them to follow idé types of family (VV3). Further-
more, interviewees think that it is important toplement necessary reforms (B6) and
legal prescriptions (VV3) as well as to apply a roixinstruments, consisting of time
policy, infrastructural support and financial tréars (B3; VV3; VV7).

The topic of financial means is picked out as areétheme by the interviewees in the
context of sustainability. Some of them state thate should be a decreasing debt rate
(B4; L1) and less project-related financing (in tast to long term financing; L1; W1,
VV2) respectively a financial situation which doest depend on political decisions
(K1). So for some of the interviewees, sufficieimahcial means are a precondition to
sustainability (B1) but another one states thatesihere is less money, networking and
innovative processes are developing in a better Wmgrestingly, he considers this lack
of money to foster cooperation between actors whielsees to be a precondition to
sustainability (L2). Also, one interviewee stathattthe simple fact of saving money
does not imperatively lead to sustainability. Te hiind, (financially) investing in the
future is as important as saving money (in centaaims; SP2). Besides money, struc-
tural interdependencies are also considered to haviafluence on sustainability. For
instance, VV2 states that federalism is opposesusiainability. However, one inter-
viewee assumes that often political actors redlty at reaching sustainability. Yet, to

his mind, they lack of courage which would be neaegto create coherence in family
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policy measures (being a precondition of sustalitgbiAs a consequence, the inter-
viewee sees a difference between political actribitions and the reality (VV7).

All'in all, it is interesting to see that some bétinterviewees have a rather precise un-
derstanding of sustainability — most of the timefeming to the original environmental
concept (B2; B3; L1; K5; VV4; VV5; VVW7; VV8; S1),ene of them referring to (one
of) the three expertises mentioned above (B3; WAZ3; VV7; W2) or to similar con-
cepts (e.g. family mainstreaming; VV8) — whereasega lot of them state that sustain-
ability in family policy is just a buzzword to the(B3; L1; K5; VV4; VV6; VV7; S1,;
SP3). Their impression is highlighted by what Sd ®iv7 think of the concept of sus-
tainability in German family policy: “Basically, donsider that every political measure
should be sustainable. Because if not — what wbeldhe sense behind it?” (S%).
“Sustainability in the context of political actich$ cannot hear this word anymore! Be-
cause everyone who tries to sell something sayd:idis also sustainable. But nobody
really knows what ‘sustainable’ means. For me, eyalitical measure should be sus-
tainable. To me, that is a basic requirement” (VAS9me interviewees even state that
they (deliberately) do not use the term of sustalitg in the context of family policy
(S1; SP3; VV6; W3). In addition to that, one of themphasizes that to his mind it
would not be useful to have a strict definition safstainability since the term refers
more to a political than to a scientific concept)V/

In fact, the precedent paragraphs revealed thed the@ very heterogeneous understand-
ing of sustainability in the context of family poji in the expertises as well as amongst
the interviewees. In order to really grasp whabecimean when they talk about sus-
tainability in family policy, it makes sense to éalt look at references made to sustain-
ability research criteria. The following paragragiows in how far experts and inter-
viewees address the thrdenensionsof sustainability (ecologic, economic and social)
and itsnormative criteria(intra- and intergenerational justice, preservatd quality of

life and persistence of the systeth).

18 All of the following citations were translated the author.

" This question is operationalized by using the gaties ‘dimensions of sustainability’ and ‘normativ
criteria of sustainability’. The third main thedcetl requirement -participation of all relevant actors — is
dealt with in chapter 3.
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2.2. Scientific requirements and the understandfrgpustainability

As sustainability research states, sustainabilibutd include at least three dimensions:
an ecological, an economic and a social amegrativeaspect of sustainability). So on
a theoretical level, there is a lack of complexitginly in the expertise of Rirup and
Gruescu (BMFSFJ 2003) that refers exclusively tonemic aspects of sustainability.
Although this emphasis is put into perspectivehat énd of the expertise (BMFSFJ
2003: 51), the other two dimensions are not mertlos explained above, the defini-
tion given by Bertram et al. (BMFSFJ 2005) is aliea little more differentiated.
However, only in the Seventh Family Report (BMF2B06), all three dimensions are
mentioned in the context of sustainability. Forrapée, the expert committee empha-
sizes that ecological factors like environmentdlytion have an impact on the fami-
lies’ quality of life (BMFSFJ 2006: 160). Also,states that on a socio-ecological level,
relations to parents and to a wider social netwarek important for a child’s develop-
ment (BMFSFJ 2006: 186). Against this backgrouhd,dommittee asks for a reform of
urban development policy which overcomes the segi@g of private and professional
life that had been established as an answer tosiridlization in the 18 century
(BMFSFJ 2006: 191). On an economic level, the dspsate that families have a posi-
tive impact on society and thus may not be disatdggad financially (BMFSFJ 2006:
262).

Some of the interviewees also consider ecologeainomic and social aspects of sus-
tainability, although none of them refers to alet of them. One emphasizes that on an
economidevel, money could be saved on the long run wheesting into family pol-
icy related areas (B1). Another one makes a lirtlvéen family policy and the demand
for employment (L1). Others emphasize that sushdlibain family policy means to
financially support families (B3) and enables thenbe financially independent (VV6;
VV8). In addition, a decreasing dept rate (B4; Lihyesting in family-related realms
(SP2) as well as less project-related financing V1L; VV2) are referred to as being
indicators for sustainability in family policy. Coerning thesocial dimension, the in-
terviewees state for instance that support is ree@d¢he area of social benefits (B1).
For some of them, sustainability in family policks@ means that family poverty rates
decrease (B3; VV2). Others also refer to gendeiteguVl; VV2; VV8; SP1) and to
equality in the social system in general and in é¢decational system in particular
(SP1). Concerning thecologicalaspect of sustainability, one interviewee states &
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family friendly environment, including playgroundsr instance, should be part of a
sustainable policy (L1).

Tab. 1. Dimensions of sustainability

ecological economic social
dimension dimension dimension
BMFSFJ 2003 No Yes No
BMFSFJ 2005 No Yes Yes
BMFSFJ 2006 Yes Yes Yes
B1,; B3; B4; L1, oo, )
Interviews L1 VV2; VV6; VV8; V?/lz I?/?\’/g/ \glpl
SP2; W1 ' '

Source: Own listing

To put it in a nutshell, none of the intervieweefers to all three dimensions of sustain-
ability. The Seventh Family Report is the only axige relating to the ecological, the
economic as well as to the social dimension. Intemtd it is obvious that both exper-
tises and interviews predominantly refer to ecormasipects when it comes to the ques-
tion of sustainability in family policy. In contrgsas table 1 shows, the ecological di-
mension is underrepresented.

Concerning thenormative criteriaof sustainability (intra- and intergenerationadtjoe,
preservation of quality of life and persistenceld system), most of the times at least
one of them is included in the interviewees’ angests’ understanding of sustainability
in family policy. However, the expertise of RurupdaGruescu (BMFSFJ 2003) does
only refer to the question of survival of the wedfaystem (endangered by demographic
changes). In addition to that, Bertram et al. puteanphasis on generational justice
(BMFSFJ 2005: 6ff.). Also the Seventh Family Rempeaks of intra- and intergenera-
tional justice in the context of sustainability (B18FJ 2006: 92; 105ff.), e.g. when deal-
ing with the question of care or heritage (BMFSBO& 142f.; 147ff.). In addition, the
expert committee states that a better quality fef dan be reached when an efficient
time policy (as part of sustainability) is appli@MFSFJ 2006: 210).

Also in the interviewsgenerational justices an important topic when it comes to sus-
tainability. One interviewee for example stated family policy measures (like paren-
tal benefit or married couples tax splitting) caause intragenerational injustice (B1).
The same interviewee also underlines that in tesfmatra- and intergenerational jus-
tice, it is important to maintain the social setusystem (B1). In addition, two others
emphasize that a decreasing poverty rate is aoatati of sustainability of family pol-
icy measures (B3; VV2). Also, gender equity (VV1V2 VV8; SP1) and equality in
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the educational/social system (SP1) are considerbd important. L1 states that apply-
ing these things to people’s actual living situasiopmulti-generational living concepts
could be the right answer in terms of generatigustice. For SP1 it is important that
people of all ages are integrated into the poli@kimg process. VV8 and W2 even go
further by claiming that upcoming generations sti@lso be considered.

Concerning theguality of life some of the interviewees underline that politicedas-
ures making the realization of desires for childeasier are important (B1; B3; VV2;
VV8). Also, an increasing satisfaction rate of fhes is considered to be important in
terms of sustainability (L1; VV3). Two interviewestate that in the context of quality
of life, it is important not only to consider (patel) future families but problems and
needs of those who are already existing (B1; V\é3), by investing in infrastructures
rather than in financial support (B1).

The aspect opersistence of the systeisi mentioned in the context of demographic
changes, requiring e.g. a higher fertility ratewedl (B2; B3; L1). Three interviewees
state that to their mind, this higher fertilityeatould be realized when making efforts in
other policy fields, e.g. in labor policy (B1; BR]l). Also B3 emphasizes that if we
want everything to go on as we are used to, fapalcy must include demographic
aspects. For VV3 it is important to acknowledge bleaefits of families for the social

security system.

Tab. 2: Normative criteria of sustainability

intra- & intergenera- preservation of persistence of the

tional justice quality of life system
BMFSFJ 2003 No No Yes
BMFSFJ 2005 Yes No Yes
BMFSFJ 2006 Yes Yes Yes

B1; B3; L1; VV1, B1; B3; L1; oAl A,

Interviews VV2; VV8; W2; VV2; VV3; Bl B\%/g& LL

SP1 VV8

Source: Own listing

Table 2 reveals that as for the dimensions of swadity (see table 1), also in the case
of the normative criteria, the Seventh Family Reothe only expertise addressing all
three of them. However, despite of the fact thas iall-embracing, the Report is not
coherent in its definition of sustainability (sd@ae). It seems as if the simple fact that
it measures 296 pages and that eight experts wankedfor two and a half years nec-

essarily makes that all the important elementsavered. Concerning the interviewees,
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three of them (B1; B3 and L1) refer to all threemative aspects of sustainability.
However — as for the dimensions of sustainabilgge( table 1) — most of the inter-
viewed person did not refer to one single normatireerion of sustainability and are
therefore not even listed in the table.

If we just take a look at the state actors (B, U &) in the two tables above, it is inter-
esting to observe that the complexity in their ustiding of sustainability seems to
decrease with a decreasing federal level: Moshefdactors coming from the highest
federal level Bung refer to aspects identified by sustainabilityessh, e.g. to dimen-
sions and to normative criteria, when relating e toncept of sustainability. Their
comparatively complex understanding of sustainghii visualized in table 1 and 2. In
contrast, actors coming from the federal statgmden are less present in the tables.
Last but not least, interviewees coming from thmldevel Kommung cannot be found
in the tables at all. As federal actors seem td mh@ae with the topic of sustainability, it
can be assumed that the concept is more imponattietn than to local actors. How-
ever, this does not imperatively mean that allhei really grasped the concept of sus-
tainability in the context of family policy, as W&Inphasizes: “In my opinion, the term
of sustainability has been successful in academimodrses. In contrast, | feel that the
concept has not really been understood by modteopolitical actors”. Indeed, actors’
very heterogeneous understanding of sustainabliGerman family policy does not fit
with the pretended relevance put forward in susatality discourse. This fact leads to
the assumption that sustainability in German farpiicy is not (only) a concrete am-
bition in itself but (also) a means to other ends.

2.3. Sustainability discourse in German family pph a means to other ends?

As already mentioned above, sustainability disceaeme up parallel to European and
national incidences that affected German familygyolOn EU-level, the Council of the
European Union adopted the Lisbon Strategy whidmfa family policy point of view,
attests that efforts should be made in the fielantdgration of women into the labor
market as well as concerning “a new benchmark fgproved childcare provision”
(European Council 2000). On national level, the Wdge 2010 (inaugurated in 2003)
aimed at reforming the social security system, agabothers in order to face demo-

graphic changes (Bundesregierung 2003: 6). In ba#ies, experts and politicians ap-
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parently had come to the conclusion that a reorgdioin of (parts of) the welfare sys-
tem had become necessary.

Having remained small and relatively insignificavith a “litle number of employees,
little money and little legislative competence” presenting little influence (Ristau
2005: 21) in this period, also the Federal Familyistry has been affected by these
decisions which could potentially have had resuli@dcost containment measures.
Against this background, family policy actors hadréthink their strategies for the fu-
ture and called out a ‘new’ or so called ‘sustaleabtamily policy which should not
only establish strategic networks and integrate aetors like social partners (e.g. in the
Allianz fiir die Familié®) but also include economic and demographic argtatien as
well as an evaluation of family policy measure (&is2005: 22; BMFSFJ 2003;
BMFSFJ 2005; BMFSFJ 2008).

Strangely, lots of these aspects and measures simptian the context of sustainability
discourse in family policy seem to go back to nadicor European concepts that do not
imperatively have something to do with family pa@& in the first place. In fact, it
seems that sustainability discourse in German fapulicy did not only start at the
same time but that there is also a link betweerataing up and the national respec-
tively supranational developments mentioned abowle megard to content. For exam-
ple, Ristad’ (2005: 17) and Kohli (2007: 396) underline tharthis indeed a close link
between changes in family policy and the Agenda02@% an example, Ristau stresses
that the children’s allowance&Kinderzuschlay already written down in the Agenda
2010 and inaugurated in 2005, follows the samecies Eordern und Fordern.e.
giving support and making demands) than the Ageagla whole (Ristau 2005: 21).
Additionally, there are parallels between the nefmf unemployment benefits and the
new parental benefit, inaugurated in 2007 — botkhefn are income-related and paid
only for a relatively short period (Ristau 2005:).22Iso, the expansion of childcare
facilities — as one main element of sustainabitiiycourse — had already been men-
tioned in the Agenda 2010.

'8 The Allianz fiir die Familiehad been initiated in 2003 by the Bertelsmann Hation and by the Fed-
eral Family Ministry. It consolidates activitiesrezerning the reconciliation of work and family lifeal-
ized by economic and societal actors. All in dlk Allianz aims at reaching changes in mindsets by dis-
seminating examples of best practices (for furttetails see http://www.work-life.at/pdf/wlb/0300-
GrundPapAllianzFam.pdf).

19 Concerning the economic aspect of this new argtatien see e.g. DIW 2002, 2003.

% Ristau, head of department (family, welfare world @ommitment) in the Federal Family Ministry
under Renate Schmidt as well as under Ursula vorLdgen, has also worked for former chancellor
Schréder’s electoral campaign in 2002. Appointetieesd of the department in the family ministry afte
the elections to the Bundestag, Ristau probablybesen marked by the considerations concerning the
upcoming Agenda 2010.
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However, these external influences (e.g. Agend®pade rarely mentioned in political
or public discourse concerning the question ofanability in family policy. In return,
changes concerning e.g. new actor constellatiomgs (etworks in which societal and
state actors cooperate) or measures (e.g. patemafit) are frequently referred to as
being sustainable ones (e.g. CDU, CSU, SPD 200Hf.11

Against this background, the Seventh Family Repasgt been considered to be a politi-
cal instrument that aims at building up and mamieaj acceptance for changes (Ostner
2007: 385). Going in the same direction, it coutd drgued that the three expertises
mentioned in this chapter did not aim at seriolsigging in a concept of sustainability
in German family policy. In fact, it could even bssumed — as Ostner does for the
Family Report — that they are, in parts, a soeopost legitimation of changes that had
been induced before on national and on Europeagl. IEvom this point of view, the
term of sustainable family policy would be rathdaleel for and a legitimation of previ-
ous decisions than standing for a substantially pelicy style (as stated on discursive
level). However, it is arguable whether at thateinelevant actors already acted in a
strategic and holistic manner that would make fdssiuch a systematical use of publi-
cations. It rather seems to be that a strategic afdkinking in German family policy
came upafter the Seventh Family Report, e.g. with the instafatof the Kompeten-
zzentrum flr familienbezogene Leistungei2006 which, for the first time, systemati-
cally listed all existing family policy measur&sAgainst this background, it seems to
be more probable that political actors simply made of sustainability discourse in
order to achieve their respective ideas and gtadeed, sustainability discourse seems
to have supported changes: It surely helped toowar new actors, create new networks
and strengthen the policy field as a whole (Ri2@05). Nonetheless, a closer look re-
veals that in scientific terms, German family pyplis still far away from meeting theo-
retical sustainability requirements (see 2.1. ard)2This becomes also obvious when
analyzing the interviews concerning the implemeotabf participative aspects (as

third integral element of sustainability nexttormativeandintegrativeaspects).

“nterestingly, the follow-up project of tHéompetenzzentrum fiir familienbezogene LeisturiGenter
for family benefits — own translation) is callé@mpetenzzentrum fur nachhaltige Familienpoli@enter
for sustainable family policy — own translation).
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3. Participative aspects of sustainability — betweetheoretical requirements and

reality

In the last years, changes concerning the actdershlevel were mainly initiated by a
changing understanding of family interests in Gerrfaamily policy. Until the end of
the 1960s, these were considered to be an individatier only. That is why, contrary
to other policy fields, an arena in which politicalerests are articulated and discussed
did not come up for a long time in German familyipp(Gerlach 2009: 92). However,
normative argumentation lost its importance from 1970s on. In the 1980s and 1990s,
several Federal Constitutional Court’s rulings tiesde that (unpaid) family work was
bit by bit recognized in the social security syst@gerlach 2000). Today, family issues
are no longer considered to be a private matter. dainst the background of societal
changes, resulting amongst others in a high oldelgeendency ratio, family policy
actors now stress the importance of families fer shcioeconomic development (Ger-
lach 2009: 97; also see e.g. BMFSFJ 2006). In #meestime, actors’ commitment in
family policy and their competences as well asrtheationships were reconsidered, as

the following section shows.

3.1. Recent developments on the actor-centeredl leve

On the supranational level, the European Union eded its influence on national fam-
ily policies in the last years. Despite of its laawkformal competences in this field, it
intervenes in national family policies both on gistative and on a non-legislative level
(Ahrens 2008). In addition, the EU engages in netean family policy-related ques-
tions: For example, the Commission funds the sted@¢&ocial Platform on Research
for Families and Family Policies/hich brings together family policy researchersthw
at least 40 different stakeholder representatigash as family associations, policy-
makers or social partners” (European Commissior).r&gtablished under the Seventh
Framework Program, the platform aims at elaboratingsearch agenda, considering
key policy questions and identifying research deficThis commitment of the EU may
result in an even stronger engagement in the future

On national administrative level, there have alserbchanges with regard to actors and
their competences. As already mentioned, reforrmea@ming the welfare system as a
whole (e.g. the Agenda 2010) have been elaboratdwedurn of the new millennium,
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parallel to the coming up of sustainability disciin family policy. Within this proc-
ess, responsibilities — mainly on a communicé&fivevel though — have been passed on
to new actor constellations, e.g. to unconventiordvorks like theillianz fur die Fa-
milie or theLokale Bundnisse fur FamiliAt the same time, the federal ministry by-
passed constitutional requirements concerningommnd&l competences at some points,
e.g. concerning the expansion of childcare fae#itf As a result, federal states and
local authorities had to cede some of their infeeeto the central state.

Additionally, family policy-related issues have gadl importance for the electoral proc-
ess: Poll results are said to have had an influencte commitment of parties to fam-
ily policy under former chancellor Gerhard Schro(&8). As shown above, the relation
between Social and Christian Democrats in ternfarofly policy has traditionally been
marked by important differences in their understagdvith the Christian Democrats
concentrating on the family as an institution amel $ocial Democrats supporting indi-
vidual members of the family. The ideologisatiosuléing from these different points
of view began to decrease already in the 1980sowdfh it could be observed until the
1990s (Gerlach 2006: 93). However, since the téithe new millennium, strong ideo-
logical differences seem to only show up in some @ases (Gerlach 2010: 156ff.),
mainly shortly before elections (Ahrens/Blum 206%. Thus, party congruence is cur-
rently on a very high level.

In contrast, the Constitutional Court — anotheram@nt actor in German family policy
— is not constrained by electoral motives but setenfisllow rather policy-seeking ones.
This is, amongst others, due to the fact that ibskwconcentrates on the question if
measures meet constitutional requirements or nbtgis/Blum 2009). In the 1990s, it

has argued with several rulings for a better repregion of families’ interests (Gerlach

2 In contrast to financial transfer and jurisdictibmrescriptions — all three of them traditionastii-
ments of family policies (Gerlach 2010: 141f)

23 Although the federal states and the local level @mpetent in this field, the decision that chldc
facilities should be expanded was taken on therakstate level: In 2007, the federal government de
cided to financially support the federal states #redlocal level in the expansion of childcare lites

with four billion Euros (Deutscher Bundestag 20Hdwever, the Lander are not constrained to use the
money for the construction of childcare facilitieBhe relevant bill Kinderférderungsgeset2008)
changes a bill on financial compensatidiin@nzausgleichsgesgthetween the central state and the fed-
eral states. Akin to the federal state’s interfeeewith questions of childcare facilities, the feddegov-
ernment also bypassed constitutional requiremehtnvit decided to launch the initiatit®kale Blind-
nisse fir Familign 2004: According to the Constitutional Law, tleeleral state can only affect the local
level via the federal states. However, interfereiscgossible if the local level's participation éskplace

on a voluntary base only. By resorting to this g, the federal government managed to implement
the Lokale Bundnisse fir Familien the local level.
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2000)?* Thus, it has gained influence, particularly in #890s, without expanding its
formal competences though. Gerlach even consitéer<ourt’s rulings to be a major
reason for changes in terms of interest articutaf{@erlach 2009: 90ff.).

Additional to these state actors, societal actesihterest groups (e.g. family organiza-
tions) are also relevant in the policy making psscé&senerally, their influence seems to
have increased in the last years, beginning wethrtkernational Year of the Family that
had been proclaimed by the United Nations Genesakfably in 1994 (Gerlach 2009:
96). In the 1990s, family organizations have sufgabor initiated several plaints that
led to important family policy-related rulings biyet Constitutional Court. Additionally
and parallel to the parties, normative argumemalias lost importance for family or-
ganizations as well (Gerlach 2009: 96f.). Howevkejr potential of enforcement re-
mains relatively low. This is mainly due to divdication and heterogeneity in family
interests (Gerlach 2009: 104). On the contraryemthterest groups have seen their
influence increasing. In the context of a more ecoic argumentation in the policy
field (reflected e.g. in table 1), social partnermamely labor unions and employers’
associations, traditionally not associated to plocy field — have gained importance. It
was mainly the employers’ associations that poiotgicthe relation between changes in
family structures and their economic consequenges/oked by a shortage of skilled
labor force (SP2). This argumentation has becoreebtsis for economic aspects in
sustainability discourse. All in all, the socialripeers’ importance in the legislative
process seems to be higher than the one of othlerest groups (SP3). Emphasizing
similar aspects, also individual actors like comparor foundations can record an in-
creasing importance in the last few years.

Additional to these changes, networks have beabkstted, reassembling e.g. (local)
politicians, social partners, interest groups amtividual actors (e.d-okale Blindnisse
fur Familie, Allianz fir die Familie Bundesforum Familfd). It can be assumed that
following Bonoli (2003), this process has been dosti by upcoming socioeconomic
transformations and financial shortages that haregated new social risks (like single
parenthood or career interruptions due to childbgarand that concern a highly het-

erogeneous group. As a large minority of the pdmnais (potentially) affected by

24 Currently, the ruling on thelartz IV legislation in February 2010 marked the end oéarly ten years
lasting period in which the Court did hardly intene in family policy-related questions.

% Financed by the Federal Family Ministry, tRandesforum Familieonsists of more than 100 actors,
e.g. family associations, social partners or fotioda which work together on a project-related gasi
dealing with topics like values, migration or mediad their consequences for families (for furthetads
see http://www.bundesforum-familie.de/).
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these new social risks and as social programs icydrem are cheaper than programs
covering ‘regular’ risks, politicians and employdend to support them (Bonoli 2005:
441). Following Bonoli (2005: 443f.), this attitude new social risks facilitates the
creation of new, unconventional networks. Changethe federal ministry’s strategy
concerning the initiation of networks in generatldhe integration of actors like em-
ployers’ associations in particular can be sedhisicontext.

In this paper, networks are defined as “a set afesoand the set of ties representing
some relationship, or lack of relationship, betw#en nodes” (Brass et al. 2004), con-
sisting of network participants “that come togettteough the establishment of social
contracts or agreements [...] rather than legallyinig contracts” (Provan et al. 2007;
cf. Alter/Hage 1993; Jones et al. 1997) and codpeeaming at achieving their individ-
ual goals but also collective ones (Provan/Keni@8720Until the 1970s, markets were
considered to be the only efficient form of nonharehial cooperation (Williamson
1975). Perceived as combination of aspects of nanke hierarchy in the first place,
networks were considered to be a unique form okegmnce some time later (Powell
1990). Nowadays, they are regarded as “a respangalares of markets, failures of
hierarchical coordination, and to societal and mebdbgical developments. The implica-
tion was, and continues to be, that despite profleratworks in general can produce
positive outcomes that would not be possible inaaket or a hierarchy.” (Provan/Kenis
2007: 233).

This assumption is also dominant in sustainabdiscourse in German family policy in
the framework of which the existence and increasinmber of these unconventional
networks is frequently referred to as being a ss&ae terms of cooperation and said to
be an indicator for sustainability (e.g. Ristau 2082; BMFSFJ 2006a). At first glance,
the fact that network building and thereby cooperabetween actors is fostered indeed
meets theoretical requirements of sustainabilitydkyng into account its participative,
bottom-up character (Renn et al. 2007: 74). Howeavean be argued that the quantity
of networks respectively of network partners shauddl be the only indicator. Akin to
the cooperation between state actors on differetérfl levels (see Ahrens forthcom-
ing), also for the question of state-societal coapen, it is important to consider the
quality of relationships, judged by involved act8t# is argued that this one should be

% |n terms of sustainability, both federal (e.g. betw the federal government and the federal states’
governments) and societal-state cooperation (evden the federal government and family organiza-
tions) are important. The following paragraphs foon the latter. For details on the cooperatiomwéen
state actors on different federal levels, see Ahféarthcoming).
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considered to be more important than the quantitpetworks or network partners
when it comes to the question of sustainabilitythis view, it is not only important to
know if actors cooperate buthy they do (not do) it and how they judge the coopera
tion’s quality. That is why the aim of the following paragrapssot to e.g. count exist-
ing networks between societal and state actors fwdus for instance on their in- and
out-degree of centrality, but to identify the quabf relationships between cooperating
partners. The interviews conducted with 32 rele\sate and societal actors — namely
the results of the category ‘structural interdesmiks’, dealing amongst others with
the topic of cooperation between relevant actoase-taken as basis for answering this

guestion.

3.2. Cooperation between societal and state actors

Generally, the cooperation between state and sbaetors can be classified into a
horizontaland avertical one. In this context, ‘horizontal’ stands for flaet that actors
having the same or similar functional backgrounaisperate (e.g. family organizations
and/or welfare organizations). In contrast, ‘veficescribes a type of cooperation in
which actors coming from (in parts very) differeaalms (with regard to content or to
their function) come together, e.g. in thekale Bindnisse fur Famili@BfF) where
administrative, political, societal and individuadtors meet. Depending on a network’s
specific form of governance (cf. Provan/Kenis 20®0xh vertical and horizontal coop-
eration types can have a different degree of hsbraation, meaning that one coopera-
tion partner dominates the other one(s). As therviews reveal, this domination can be
based e.g. on aspects of legitimacy, on finan@gleddences or on a disequilibrium of
knowledge and result in a situation in which ehg dominating actor tends to influence
the other one(s) with regard to content. Networkisvieen societal and state actors that
have been established in the last few years in @erflamily policy were probably initi-
ated by decision makers in order to overcome tleeahthical structures of ‘regular’
forms of cooperation (e.g. between the Federal Fyadfinistry and the family organi-
zations) and in order to produce positive outcothasare supposed not be possible in a
situation of market or hierarchy. As a consequemt# according to the interviewees,
the cooperation between state and societal adtathas traditionally been based more
on functional aspects (e.g. the fact of being ailfaorganization potentially enables
them to join theArbeitsgemeinschaft der deutschen Familienorgameah AGF- the
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consortium of German family organizations) has esdltowards a rather topic-related
one in the last years (e.g. VV5; VV6; VV8; SP2).

As within sustainability discourse, the foundat@metworks is fostered and as vertical
forms of cooperation are frequently referred tdamg a form of cooperation insuring
sustainability (e.g. in the context of thekale Blindnisse fur Famiti®istau 2005: 22;
BMFSFJ 2006a), they are put emphasis on in theviatig. In this view, the first part of
this section asks for general statements of iregrees concerning the question of co-
operation between state and societal actors andeoang the actors’ assessment of
relationships (3.2.1.). It reveals that althougloescidentify different reasons for and
instruments of cooperation, there are several éspleat influence actors’ relationships
and thereby may restrain or facilitate the coopenabetween them. Using the example
of the Lokale Buindnisse fur Famili@BfF), the second part deals with the relatiopshi
of actors in unconventional networks, bringing tibge state and societal actors (3.2.2.).
It shows that — contrary to what is suggested stasnability discourse — these networks

may not just like that be considered to be suskdénanes.
3.2.1. Cooperation between state and societalsagtdged by the interviewees

Generally, an analysis of the interviews concernireggquestion of cooperation between
state and societal actors in general and theiri@piooncerning relevant actors’ rela-
tionships in particular reveals that interviewesfer to

(1) their individual reasons for cooperation,

(2) instruments of cooperation, and

(3) aspects which may influence actors’ relationshipd #nereby shape the coop-

eration between them.

Of course, their statements reflect a very subjegboint of view and cannot be gener-
alized. However, interviewees outline what relevaators think about the quality of
relationships in networks they are involved in. Beralready mentioned above, it is not
enough to only know who cooperates with whdrbut rather to sehy actors (do not)
cooperate and how they judge their relationshqglity. As this question is highly
subjective, the term of ‘quality’ is not furtheremationalized in this context.
Generally, concerning the question of cooperatiemvben societal and state actors, it is

interesting to see that most of the interviewedsr r® it as a positive aspect. At first

%" Basically, every interviewed person indicated doperate with relevant actors coming from the same
federal level, whereas cooperation trespassingréifit federal levels is generally limited to inaetor
cooperation (e.g. between a federal family orgditinaand its members coming from the federal sjates
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glance, interviewed actors go in the same directisrsustainability researchers when
they state that cooperation and networks are impbtb them (e.g. B2; L1; L3; L4,
VV2; V3; VV5; SP1; J1).

(1) When it comes to the reasons for cooperatiatierviewees mainly refer to the as-
pect of assertiveness, in the way that they inditéatcooperate with others in order to
firstly spread and secondly implement their poiintiew. Interestingly, there are differ-
ences between (state and societal) actors in tbstign of how they concretely perceive
and use cooperation. While societal actors inditag make use of cooperation mainly
in orderconvince decision makerd their individual goals, state actors ratherdt¢o
use cooperation and the integration of relevarti€¢al) actors in order to communicate
their plans and tachievesocietal acceptance

Concerning their individual reasons for cooperatipresentatives from family or-
ganizations generally approve that cooperation éetwsocietal actors makes it more
probable for them to implement their goals (e.g.3yMmainly if their organization is
small (VV2). In addition, cooperation can be attirge if participants think that by
combining their energy, they get more attentiomfrather (e.g. political) actors (SP1).
Also state actors use cooperation for strategipgees (VV2; W2). B3 for instance
indicates that cooperating is important in ordeadbieve societal acceptance (see also
W1). Also L2 agrees that if one wants e.g. to immat family policy as topic of over-
riding importance in governmental negotiation psses, it is important to boost coop-
eration between relevant actors. In addition td, teaveral societal actors accuse state
actors of using networks as a sort of marketingrunsent: According to W3 and W1,
changes in the cooperation between the Federal lfFavhinistry and scientists are
mainly due to the fact that in the last years,rtheistry asks for the experts to consider
public relations-related aspects in their expesti$®2 goes in the same direction when
he assumes that the integration of societal aatotise elaboration process of the Sev-
enth Family Report, initiated by the Federal FanMiyistry, has happened in order to
enhance the reception of the Report. Accordingime, ltooperation was not initiated
with the aim to learn from each other. “It seemedne that they [the ministry; R.A.]
wanted to get rid of critics. | think this was besa they wanted the project to succeed.
In fact, it was a question of marketing. If you a&wmpathetic to this approach you
might say that it was good to include further expeBut if you are more critical, you
might rather think of it as marketing purpose” (W&)so SP3 emphasizes that to his

mind, cooperation seems to be a sort of meanshter gpublicity) ends to state actors.
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This attitude can also have an influence on codiperdetween societal actors: SP3
states that generally he or his colleagues ardvadovery early in the legislative proc-
ess. But according to him, this mainly happensriolepto insure the social partners’
acceptance: “[...] sometimes they sort of buy usrioheo to make their own decisions
socially acceptable, in order to get bigger public(SP3). Despite of this cooperation
between societal actors being fostered by statesaaifferences between (in this case)
employers’ organizations and labor unions persigtich — in some cases — leads to big
problems in the process of cooperation” (SP3).Ms $tatement shows, even if societal
actors are included or if their cooperation is dostl by state actors, this does not mean
that their needs and demands are fully respectetidoyecision makers. VV3 goes in
the same direction when he states that cooperaiitiigthe Federal Family Ministry is
not always easy for his organization. Accordindnitm, this is not only true when both
actors have different opinions with regard to caht®'VV3 also emphasizes that the pre-
dominance of marketing purposes in the ministryégisions is responsible for these
problems in cooperation.

(2) As specific instrument of cooperation, thehange of information and knowledge
used by actors, e.g. in the case in which theyeshdrat they know about upcoming
legislative initiatives which the Family Ministryods not inform all societal actors
about (VV2). Social partners and some family antfaxe organizations also exchange
knowledge and information on a topic-related basisrder to be more independent
from state actors (SP1). In the same perspectiv®, &tates that working together with
scientists makes sense for family organizationsesstientific findings can give a sort
of long term perspective to family organizationgims (VV5). Also, the exchange of
information and knowledge may be attractive if @oeperation partner needs specific
expertise which can e.g. be provided by scienls?2}. According to several interview-
ees, this cooperation between scientists and gatligictors is important since the latter’s
opinions are mostly based on individual experien8eseven if scientists are sometimes
sort of misused in order to confirm political a¢sgpoints of view (e.g. in parliamentary
hearings; W1; B6; SP3; VV4), this instrument of pertion is considered to be impor-
tant. In the same view, VV8 underlines that gemgrahe Federal Family Ministry is
interested in the family organization’s opinion asmimetimes takes up the organisa-
tion’s ideas in its bills. As state actor, also &®phasizes that the ministry generally
appreciates the family organizations’ expertiseinAtk administrative actors, also po-

litical parties rely on the welfare/family organimas’ expertise. That is why, according
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to B6, they are usually willing to integrate theyanizations’ concerns into their inter-
pellations. From a social partner’'s point of vie8R3 states that deputies are mostly
happy when they receive relevant information frois drganization. An exchange of
information and knowledge is also relevant for thkation between political and judi-
cial sphere (J1). However, as B5 and B6 indicappositional parties rather show a
higher interest in family/welfare organizationsritgoverning parties when it comes to
the question of integrating their claims into tlatj@s’ own statements.

Apart from this exchange of information and knovgedanexchange of employeean
also be an instrument of cooperation. As J1 spg;ifihere is a link between judicial
and political actors amongst others in the way thahy politicians have a judicial
background while many jurists work in the politisgdhere. In addition, jurists may be
invited by political actors to temporally work eig.a ministry in order to take care of
the judicial aspects of a bill. Of course, there also former representatives from state
actors (e.g. parties’ employees) that currently kwéor societal actors (e.g. fam-
ily/welfare organizations) or the other way around.

(3) As outlined, interviewees mention differentgeas for and instruments of coopera-
tion between state and societal actors. Howevest mbthem also state that coopera-
tion is not always easy to realize. An analysithefinterviews reveals that they identify
different factors that may influence the relatiapshetween actors and thereby also
shape the cooperation’s quality. In fact, the atgpeentioned in paragraphs (1) and (2)
can be considered to be necessary conditions ood quality of cooperation: If there
were no reasons for cooperation respectively ibractlid not get in touch with each
other, cooperation would not take place at all. Eeev, by dealing with actors’ opinion
concerning their relationship with cooperation pars, this paragraph (3) reveals suffi-
cient conditions for a high quality of state-soaletooperation in German family policy,
being important in terms of sustainability (see\a)o

When it comes to the question of quality in stadeletal cooperation, it is interesting to
see that while state actors emphasize that coopenaith societal actors has recently
rather gotten better (e.g. B3; L3), societal actersl to stress that cooperation was bet-
ter in the past (e.g. VV1; VV2; VV6; W2). Additiolya interviewees state that since
the inauguration of Renate Schmidt as family merigt 2002, the Federal Family Min-
istry puts an emphasis on questions of marketimglaily work (B4; L3; W3; VV6;
SP3) and tries to insure a long term perspectin@mngst others by involving scientist

(B3; SP2; W2), in the same time. These ambigugiesady reveal a certain potential
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for conflicts between state and societal actor$adm, interviewees outline asymmetries
in the relationship between cooperating actors winnake that actors are not on a par
with each others. These asymmetries’ impact onioglships and cooperation between
actors is judged to be a negative one by the irgemes. Broaching the issue of asym-
metries in actors’ relationships, interviewees agrssocietal actors to be just “as pow-
erful as taken seriously by political actors” (V\&ge also VV5). Asymmetries can also
apply to situations in which actors financially éed on others (VV6; W1) and may
also affect state actors, e.g. when they rely geds’ knowledge in order to make their
decisions socially acceptable (B6). Considerings¢hasymmetries identified by the
interviewees, this means that even if actors haygdod reasons for cooperation and
indeed (2) exchange information and/or staff, tties not imperatively mean that their
cooperation is perceived as being of high quakiyen if asymmetries between actors
are mostly taken for granted, interviewees straas they have a negative impact on
actors’ relationships, their cooperation and italdy However, they refer to factors
that may reinforce and/or attenuate asymmetriedlam@by influence their relationship
and their cooperation’s quality.

Firstly, VV7 emphasizes that a betsgandingof the policy as a whole may attenuate
asymmetries between actors by facilitating regatartacts between political decision
makers and family organizations: In the contexti@hographic changes getting promi-
nent amongst state actors, it got easier for famifyanizations to not only reach e.g.
deputies responsible for family-related questions &so chairmen of parliamentary
groups (see also VV8; SP2). However, VV1 emphadizaisa good standing of family
policy could also reinforce asymmetries by resirgjrcooperation, e.g. in the case in
which the family ministry does not involve societdtors since it does not want to
share the medial attention.

In addition,financial meansare identified as influencing actors’ relationghgnd their
cooperation’s quality. Interestingly, one of théenviewees thinks that a lack of finan-
cial means can foster cooperation between actongelisas increase the quality of pro-
jects (L2). However, as VV6 emphasizes, financegpehdence may also lead to asym-
metries and therefore have a negative impact arrsiaielationship. This seems to be
true for example in contexts in which scientistd golitical actors cooperate: If e.g. the
Family Ministry as investor does not agree witteatsts’ findings, it may interdict the

publication of the results (W2; see also W1).
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In addition to that, according to interviewees, tluenber of partners and membédras
an influence on the relationship between statesmuiktal actors. To some extent, the
number of members can have a positive impact oactor’'s standing and thereby at-
tenuate asymmetries, e.g. in the situation in wigoltical actors closely cooperate
with big welfare organizations, representing a hatgetoral power due to the number
of their members (VV5). However, VV3 is convincdtt if too many actors try to co-
operate, they probably fail in finding a commonipos since there are too many dif-
ferences between them with regard to content. Gimirige same direction, VV7 states
that being many network partners makes cooperaioder, mainly if actors come with
different opinions or do not show up on meetingsaose they do not fully identify with
the topic. Due to this lack of common position®ittpotential of enforcement remains
low. As a consequence, these big networks aremperatively better recognized by
politicians than small ones (VV7) and thereforendd attenuate asymmetries.
Interestingly, the criterion influencing the retatship between cooperating partners
mentioned the most frequently in the interviewsreftodifferent working styles and
self conceptsf actors which may reinforce and/or attenuateresgtries between them.
Except for some rare exceptions (e.g. J1; S1 itspactors mainly state that political
actors’ self concepts influence the quality of ce@pion between state and societal ac-
tors by shaping their relationships. As a conseceief these differences in working
styles and self concepts, actors’ goals may coredidle differ and thereby restrain co-
operation. As an example, some interviewees assbatein contrast to other actors,
political actors being in the government are maintgrested in fast decisions (B1; B4;
W2; VV1; VV7; SP2). This may lead to an exclusidrparticular actors, e.g. those who
concentrate on elaborating consensual positionspapd by all of their members (B4,
VV1; VV7). Furthermore, VV5 states that althougte tRederal Family Ministry in-
cludes societal actors in its most important deasj asymmetries are reinforced when
it comes to political considerations, resultinghe fact that organizations’ opinions are
not seriously taken into consideration. Also B5 #drthat to some extent, societal ac-
tors’ involvement in the political process may orlg a formal procedure in some
cases: Mainly when governmental parties agree topia, the organizations’ opinion is
heart but not imperatively integrated into the fpcdil parties’ statements. In contrast, if
government parties do not agree on a topic, they lmeawilling to consider the organi-
zations’ requests (B5; see also SP3). This meatsftpolitical actors consider the po-

litical aspect of decisions to be more importardnttihe functional part, they do not
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imperatively involve societal actors (SP3). Conaegrnthe consequences on the rela-
tionship between actors and on the quality of tltemperation, a representative of a
family organization draws a negative conclusionca@ding to him, “these hearings are
mostly just a sort of alibi-event. Once we have biiiewe all write our comments. As
we are all saying different things, they [the Fadi€amily Ministry; R.A.] end by say-
ing: Oh, everyone has a different opinion — thatingethat we can just leave the bill as
itis” (VV3; see also VV1; VV6).

In addition to that, state actors may reinforcenasetries by browbeating societal ones
(first and foremost if the latter financially degean them), e.g. by trying to tell them
which topics to deal with in the future (VV8) amald¢onsider public relations effects in
their work (VV3). As a consequence, representativa®s family organizations mostly
indicate that cooperation’s quality has worsenethenrecent past. VV8 even assumes
that the administrative part of the Federal Farinistry does not appreciate the fam-
ily organizations since “that means more work feer [...]. | think that the administra-
tion would not be unhappy if family organizationsre less active”. Interviewed scien-
tists go in the same direction when they statetti@telationship between scientists and
political actors gets more and more difficult (s¢g0 VV8). Asymmetries are revealed
by the fact that sometimes, politicians exploitestific findings for their own goals
(W1). According to W2, these asymmetries were metdd in the recent past, due to
the fact that politicians take more and more inflte2on scientists’ work. To his mind,
asymmetries base on a difference of self-concegtwden politicians and scientists:
“Political actors make their decisions accordingédgislative periods which scientists
aim at getting over” (see also W1; SP2). So evestiéntists gained more influence on
political decisions in the last years, they do se#¢m to be satisfied with their impact, as
W2 stresses: “This ministry is currently surround®gd so many qualified experts,
probably by more experts than ever in the past. éd@w there seem to be like filters

which do not let any long term perspectives petetfd

8 |n the interviews, it is frequently stressed thmsome cases, electoral considerations have agstro
influence on the relationship between scientist$ political decision makers. As a consequencetipoli
cians and administrative actors do not always tate@consideration scientists’ recommendations. How
ever, even if scientific findings do not seem togieate promptly and result in a concrete actiquidig,
they surely do have an (indirect) influence on slieci makers’ opinion. As an example, decision msker
have been criticized for not taking into considerathe aspect of time policy that had been poimted
by the Seventh Family Report (next to the aspetisfoastructural support and of financial trangfer
Probably, this aspect was considered to be too kcaigd for any ad hoc action by political and anlist
trative decision makers. Although this time polaspect took some time to penetrate, it does noh see

if decision makers have forgotten it: The Eighthmig Report — scheduled for the middle of 2011 — is
supposed to be called “Zeit fir Verantwortung im Bamilie” (Time for responsibility in the famjiyand
will predominantly deal with the question of time.
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Generally, it is worth mentioning that politicaltexs can on the one hand reinforce
asymmetries and thereby restrain cooperation anduality, e.g. by interrupting the
exchange of information with oppositional partieshby neglecting social partners’
opinions (B5). On the other hand, they can indiyeattenuate asymmetries and foster
cooperation between other actors in the same #®e& consequence to the lack of in-
formation described above, oppositional parties tenget in touch e.g. with welfare or
family organizations from which they obtain reletvarformation concerning legislative
projects (B4; see also B1). That is how state actan indirectly foster cooperation
between other ones. Generally, societal actorcatelithat the quality of cooperation
depends — amongst others — on the respectivegablitirces in the government. In this
view, face-to-face contact with state actors iciaduif they want to be integrated into
the legislative process (SP3). In the same timig, tfeans that the question whether
societal actors are integrated or not is strongfluénced by their personal network.
That is why, as SP3 states, political proximitywadl as personal confidence is crucial.
However, concerning the question of asymmetriessaaig-societal cooperation’s qual-
ity, one citation coming from a family organizatismepresentative is reflective of most
of the interviewees’ opinion: “In fact, we do netaitly cooperatewith the government.
What we rather do is exchange opinions, positibe$s face it: It would be wrong if
you would think about it as cooperation. You woh&lon the wrong track.” (VV9; see
also VV1; W1). This statement reveals that eveactbrs identify (1) reasons for coop-
eration and (2) get in touch with each other, tetdrs mentioned above (3) can rein-
force or attenuate asymmetries and thereby redtrain from cooperating responsively

can get in the way of cooperation’s quality.

Tab. 3: Criteria influencing the relationship betnestate and societal actors and their

impact on the quality of cooperation

Criterion Impact on relationships and on actors cooperaltlon
+ —

standing VV7; VV8; SP2 VV1
f!nanc!al means and L2 VV6: W1: W2
financial dependence
high number of partnens VV5 VV3; VV7,
working styles and self B4; BS; VVI; VVS;
concents B1; B4; SP3 VV5; VV6; VV7; VVS;

P W1; W2; SP2; SP3

Source: Own listing



REGINA AHRENS 30

To resume, all of the factors mentioned can recd@nd/or attenuate asymmetries be-
tween actors and thereby have a positive and/aggative impact on the relationship
between cooperating actors, affecting their codpmra quality, as shown in table 3.
This is also true for theokale Bundnisse fur Famili@as the following paragraphs re-

veal.

3.2.2. Unconventional networks seen by the intevees — the example of thekale

Bundnisse fur Familie

Generally, when it comes to analyzing networks, oae distinguish between an ego-
centric and a ‘whole network’ analysis. The firsieaconcentrates on particular network
partners and their role for the network as welbasdyadic relationships between two
network partners, whereas the second one focus#@seastructure of an entire network
(Provan et al. 2007). For both of them, scientistanly use quantitative data. In the
context of sustainability, | suggest to consideioajualitative data, i.e. the assessment
of actors involved in the network concerning thaginion about the quality of relation-
ships between network partners. While egocentret reetwork level approaches rather
concentrate on numbers and ‘hard facts’, the sugdespproach takes into considera-
tion the participative aspect of sustainabilityitsybottom-up perspective. By resorting
to subjective impressions of involved actors, #pproach helps to answer to the ques-
tion of quality in actors’ relationship. Generalipterviewees tend to state that a high
quality of cooperation is reached when actors caipeas equal partners respectively
when they reach the desired outcome which may refeindividual or collective
goals?®

As specific type of cooperation involving a widenge of state as well as of societal
actors and working on a topic-related basis, lthkale Bindnisse fur FamilidBfF)
play a major role in current German family policythe context of sustainability dis-
course. Initiated by the Federal Family Ministry 2004, the LBfFs are free in their
choice of network partners, of financial resouragsvell as in their setting of priorities,
their organization and implementation. Thus, thisreno inherent hierarchization in

these networks. In principle, involved actors mapperate as equal partners. Being

2 As assumed by Provan and Kenis (2007), the outaminmetworks is influenced by the type of the
network’s governance, by questions of effectivereasd by network tensions. Depending on the net-
work’s form of governance, different critical camgiencies (e.g. the number of network participants)
influence the network’s effectiveness in a différemy. Furthermore, they state that every form mf-g
ernance faces three different contradictory logibgch have an impact on a networks’ effectiveness.
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referred to as example for a sustainable form opecation (e.g. Ristau 2005: 22; Ber-
tram 2005), the Federal Family Ministry states ttiet LBfFSs have positive impacts
mainly concerning the degree of actors’ integrat&anwell as concerning economic
effects (BMFSFJ 2006a). However, this analysis dussconsider the actors’ opinion
concerning their relationships and the quality obmgeration. Indeed, in terms of sus-
tainability and its participative aspect, actorsings of view should also be taken into
consideration. This is the aim of the following ggraphs.

Akin to the other interviewees cited above, alsorépresentatives from the LBfFs refer
to reasons for and instruments of cooperation cs@dy to aspects which may influ-
ence their relationships and thereby shape thapaation’s quality. Concerning the
differentreasonsfor the foundation of LBfFs, K1 states that adrsirative actors initi-
ated the LBfF because to their mind, family poliejated questions should get a more
important role in local political contexts. The &that stands behind this is that if local
authorities foster family policy, this could havesiive impacts on the local demo-
graphic situation (K1; K3) and serve as locatioctda for the region. In another case,
citizens identified a need of more family policyated measures and therefore initiated
the foundation of the local LBfF (K2). In additioknock-on effects respectively mim-
icry can also be a reason for the foundation oB&-l.e.g. when one city already has a
LBfF and neighbouring cities then feel forced tecafound one (K1). Another reason
for the foundation of an LBfF could be the factttlwral actors aim at promoting exist-
ing measures under the term abkales Bundnis fur Familieor at using the support
provided to LBfFs by the Federal Family MinistryZKK3; K4; L3).

When it comes to thmstruments of cooperatiomll interviewed actors state that there
is a (more or less intensive) exchange of inforamatind knowledge amongst network
partners. All of them also indicate that in terniscooperation, the coordinator of the
LBfF plays an important role. In the cases of thrgerviewed LBfFs, an administrative
actor coordinates and supports the network wheseastal actors mainly organize and
implement activities (K1; K2; K4). These LBfFs cha considered to be lead organiza-
tion-governed networks (cf. Provan/Kenis 2007)cdémtrast, in another case, adminis-
trative and societal actors conjointly coordinaiegganize and implement their actions
(K3) and may therefore be regarded as being moe mdrticipant-governed network
(cf. Provan/Kenis 2007).

Although most of them state that generally LBfFsitcbute to more cooperation be-

tween relevant actors, interviewed representatines the LBfFs also identify aspects
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that may have a positive and/or a negative impad¢he actors’ relationships and on the
cooperation’s quality. When it comes to this questall of them indicate that there has
been a sort of hype when the LBfF was founded sty at the beginning of the
cooperation, fading to a lack of participants aesdslintense cooperation only some
months latef’ According to them, cooperation can be restrainednithe LBfF creates
an asymmetry between actual and potential netwartners, e.g. when potential part-
ners do not want to adhere because they see the &8f concurrence to their own
work (K1). In addition, different working styles @rself concepts of network partners
are referred to as influencing cooperation’s quakor instance, K1 and K4 stress that
those societal (or individual) actors who get imaal on a voluntary base have a differ-
ent working style than e.g. administrative actditsey emphasize that cooperation with
volunteers — being common practice in the LBfFs rat always easy since they tend to
refuse formal requirements (K1; K4). Furthermord, ikdicates that within his LBfF,
societal actors do not want political and admiatste actors to get involved since they
fear that the latter want to delegate their gent@s&s to societal actors (K1). That is
why in this case, the involvement of political adiministrative actors can have a nega-
tive impact on actors’ relationships and their acaapion’s quality (K1). On the other
hand, the latter often take care of coordinati@kgaand may therefore have a positive
impact on the actors’ cooperation within the LBKLJ. So in this case, one aspect (dif-
ferent working styles and self concepts) can hapesitiveand a negative impact on
actors’ relationships and their cooperation’s gyah the same time. According to K4,
the same is true for the impact of financial meansactors’ cooperation within the
LBfF: Even if it creates asymmetries, financial degence also results in the fact that
societal and state actors have to cooperate dieckatter usually provide financial sup-
port. That means that if societal actors wouldsinen excluding state ones, they would
cut off their nose to spite their face. On the oth@nd, societal actors may be tempted
to reduce cooperation with state actors to a mimnfior the reasons explained above.
This reaction may result in tensions in actorsatiehships and thereby negatively af-
fect the quality of cooperation. This can e.g. beesved in situations in which, due to a
lack of communication, societal actors initiaterajgct that has already been inaugu-
rated by state actors or the other way around K&); So even in unconventional net-

%0 As Weiner/Alexander have already noticed in 1988york partners may be enthusiastic at the begin-
ning and then come to a sort of burn out when tieajize that their involvement takes a lot of tiemel
energy.
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works, basing ownertical cooperation, asymmetries between actors pergisindinence
the actors’ relationships and their cooperationiality.

To put it in a nutshell, interviewees’ statememtgeal that despite of thertical type of
cooperation including a wide range of relevant mctnd aiming at avoiding hierarchi-
cal structures and although they are referred tioeasy a good example of sustainabil-
ity, the LBfFs do not imperatively overcome the dagiween necessary and sufficient
conditions in terms of cooperation’s quality: A®aim above, interviewees indicate that
cooperation is not always easy, amongst otherdalaetors’ different self concepts and
working styles which reinforce asymmetries betweetors. These asymmetries that
can usually be found ihierarchical structures are also present in tregtical type of
cooperation, e.g. when political actors are invdlvenot for their contributions with
regard to content but because of the fact that hlasg to benvolved since they provide
financial support. As a consequence, participadictgrs are not imperatively convinced
of the cooperation’s quality, as outlined abovd.iAlall, interviewees representing the
LBfFs judge the quality of cooperation within th&BfF to be rather mediocre (this is
particularly true for the participant-governed netky K3). This leads to the assumption
that despite of all advantageertical cooperation implicates —, amongst others the in-
volvement of a wide range of actors — practicalezigmce shows that it is far away

from being a really sustainable solution.

4. Résumé

Asking for the question of sustainability in Germimily policy, this paper reveals

that having developed in a way contrary to whaotegcal sustainability requirements
might suggest, German family policy has for a ltinte been marked by ideologisation
and limited participation of societal actors. Howgvsocioeconomic transformations —
caused by demographic changes amongst otherste ldthnges which are frequently
subsumed under the term of ‘sustainable familygybliindeed, the analysis of three
expertises as well as of 32 interviews has shovamh éfthough it has evolved into a
more sophisticated one over the years, the unaelisig of sustainability in family pol-

icy remains very heterogeneous, putting an empmmagisly on economic aspects. This
does not fit with the pretended relevance of soatality-related questions emphasized
in sustainability discourse. As a consequencea# lbeen stated that sustainability in

German family policy can be considered to be (ats@)eans to other ends instead of



REGINA AHRENS 34

being (only) a concrete ambition in itself: Althdud is arguable whether at that time,
relevant family policy actors already acted in sadtrategic manner, it seems to be that
sustainability discourse has been used as a sex pbst legitimation of changes in the
welfare system that had already been induced oanahiand European level before the
discourse’s emergence.

In addition, it has been argued that there is alsliscrepancy between theoretical re-
quirements and the reality when it comes to theempntation of participative aspects
of sustainability. An analysis of 32 interviews ealed that although interviewees iden-
tify reasons for and instruments of cooperatioms ttoes not imperatively mean that
they actually do cooperate and that they judgectimperation’s quality to be good.
However, it has been reasoned that the qualityooperation is an important indicator
of sustainability and that it is not enough to okhow if actors cooperate buthy they

do (not do) it and what they think of the coopema®s quality. Using the example of
unconventional networks involving a wide range tattes and societal actors and work-
ing rather on a topic-related than on a functidrais, it has been revealed that mainly
differences in working style and self concepts leemvactors can have a negative im-
pact on actors’ relationships and thereby negatia#flect their cooperation’s quality.
So even if these types of networks are frequeefisrred to as being sustainable ones in
sustainability discourse, they do not imperativelyercome problems of conventional
forms of cooperation.

All'in all, the paper has revealed that althoughtbncept of sustainability is referred to
as being an apt way to respond to socioeconomiaantbgraphic challenges, there is
much left to do if relevant actors seriously wantkose the gap between claim and real-

ity in terms of sustainability.



35 ALL THAT GLITTERS IS NOT GOLD

References

Ahrens, Regina (2008): Die Europaische Union alsilfanpolitischer Akteur. Saar-
bricken

Ahrens, Regina/Blum, Sonja (2009): Veto PlayersestRiining or Facilitating Family
Policy Change? Paper prepared for the ECPR GeGerderence 2009, Potsdam

Ahrens, Regina (forthcoming): Sustainability in @an Family Policy — Between
Claim and Reality. In: German Policy Studies

Alter, Catherine/Hage, Jerald (1993): Organizatinsking together. Newbury Park

Bertram,Hans(2005):Nachhaltige Familienpolitik, ,Care* und kindlichen&vicklung.
Impulspapier zur Initiative Lokale Bundnisse fumkibe. August 2005. Retrieved July,
30, 2010, from

http://www.lokales-buendnis-fuer-familie.de/pdf/@s@rtram.pdf

BMFSFJ (2002): Zivilgesellschaft und soziale Nadhglkeit — Forum zur nationalen
Nachhaltigkeitsstrategie. Berlin

BMFSFJ (2003): Nachhaltige Familienpolitik im Inésse einer aktiven Bevolkerungs-
politik. Gutachten im Auftrag des Bundesministersufiir Familie, Senioren, Frauen
und Jugend. Berlin

BMFSFJ (2005): Nachhaltige Familienpolitik. Zukws#icherung durch einen Drei-
klang von Zeitpolitik, finanzieller Transferpolitiknd Infrastrukturpolitik. Berlin

BMFSFJ (2006): Familie zwischen Flexibilitdt und ri&sslichkeit. Perspektiven fir
eine lebenslaufbezogene Familienpolitik. Siebtenikanbericht. Berlin

BMFSFJ (2006a): Die Initiative ,Lokale Bundnisser faamilie“ aus 6konomischer
Sicht. Berlin

Bonoli, Giuliano (2003): Two worlds of pension rafoin western Europe. In: Com-
parative Politics, 35, 4. 399-416

Bonoli, Giuliano (2005): The politics of the newcsal policies: providing coverage
against new social risks in mature welfare stdted?olicy & Politics, 33, 3. 431-449

Brass, Daniel J./Galaskiewicz, Joseph/Greve, H&hrR./Tsai, Wenpin (2004): Taking
stock of networks and organizations: A multilevergpective. In: Academy of Man-
agement Journal, 47. 795-817

Bundesregierung (2002): Perspektiven fur Deutschlaimsere Strategie fir eine nach-
haltige Entwicklung. Berlin

Bundesregierung (2003): Agenda 2010. Deutschlameégesich. Antworten zur Agen-
da 2010. Berlin. Retrieved March 15, 2010, from
http://archiv.bundesregierung.de/artikel/81/55788athment/557980_0.pdf



REGINA AHRENS 36

Bundesregierung (2008): Fortschrittsbericht 2008 rationalen Nachhaltigkeitsstrate-
gie. Fur ein nachhaltiges Deutschland. Berlin

CDU, CSU, SPD (2005): Gemeinsam fir Deutschland. Mt und Menschlichkeit.
Koalitionsvertrag von CDU, CSU und SPD. Retrievearth 19, 2010, from
http://www.cducsu.de/upload/koavertrag0509.pdf

DeutscheBundestag (2007): Drucksache 16/6596. RetrieveaMas, 2010, from
http://dip21.bundestag.de/dip21/btd/16/065/1606586.

Deutsches Institut fir Wirtschaftsforschung (DIV2PQ2): Vierteljahrshefte zur Wirt-
schaftsforschung Familienférderung — Hintergrurdstrumente und Bewertungen aus
O6konomischer Sicht. 1 / 2002

Deutschednstitut fir WirtschaftsforschungDIW) (2003): Abschéatzung der (Brutto-)
Einnahmeneffekte offentlicher Haushalte und deri®earsicherungstrager beim Aus-
bau von Kindertageseinrichtungen. Baden-Badenid¥ett March 31, 2010, from
http://www.antidiskriminierungsstelle.de/RedaktiadiBSFJ/Broschuerenstelle/Pdf-
Anlagen/PRM-25021-SR-Band-

233, property=pdf,bereich=bmfsfj,sprache=de,rwbh=pde

European Commission (n.d.): News alert. The Eunop€ammission mobilises 260
universities and research centres under new rdsgangects addressing major societal
challenges. Retrieved February 19, 2010, from
http://ec.europa.eu/research/index.cfm?lg=de&pg-sadsvt&cat=x&year=2009&na=n
a-131009

EuropearCouncil (2000): Presidency conclusions. Lisbon paem Council. 23 and 24
March 2000. Retrieved March 18, 2010, from
http://www.consilium.europa.eu/ueDocs/cms_Data/fiwessdata/en/ec/00100-
rl.en0.htm

Gerlach, Irene (2000): Politikgestaltung durch @amdesverfassungsgericht am Bei-
spiel der Familienpolitik. In: Aus Politik und Zg#schichte. B 3-4/2000. Retrieved
March 19, 2010, from
http://www1.bpb.de/publikationen/5VS112,0,Politilggaltung_durch_das_Bundesverfa
ssungsgericht_am_Beispiel_der_Familienpolitik.html

Gerlach, Irene (2006): Familienpolitik unter deroGen Koalition. In: Gellner, Wi-
nand/Reichinger, Martin (Hrsg.): Die neuen deutaoterikanischen Beziehungen. Na-
tionale Befindlichkeiten zwischen supranationalasidhen und internationalen Reali-
taten. Baden-Baden. 93-105

Gerlach, Irene (2009): Wandel der Interessenvdumit in der Familienpolitik. In:
Rehder, Britta/von Winter, Thomas/Willems, UlricHr§g.): Interessenvermittiung in
Politikfeldern. Wiesbaden. 90-108

Gerlach, Irene (2010): Familienpolitik. 2., aktsédrte und Uberarbeitete Auflage.
Wiesbaden



37 ALL THAT GLITTERS IS NOT GOLD

Glaser, Jochen/Laudel, Grit (2009): Expertenintama und qualitative Inhaltsanalyse.
Wiesbaden

Huinink, Johannes (2007): Was soll nachhaltige kanpolitik? Anmerkungen zum
Siebten Familienbericht der Bundesregierung. Intsgbrift fiir Soziologie. 36, 5. 391-
395

Jones, Candace/Hesterly, William S./Borgatti, S¢éepR. (1997): A general theory of
network governance: Exchange conditions and saoehanisms. In: Academy of Ma-
nagement Review. 22, 911-945

Kaufmann, Franz Xaver (2007): Warum Politik fur Fen? In: Zeitschrift fur Sozio-
logie. 36, 5. 380-384

Kohli, Martin (2007): Familienpolitik als Lebenslawnd Generationenpolitik. In: Zeit-
schrift fir Soziologie. 36, 5. 396-400

Meadows, Donella H./Meadows, Dennis/Zahn, Erichlingl, Peter (1972): The limits
to growth. A report for the Club of Rome’s project the predicament of mankind. New
York

Nolting, Benjamin/Vol3, Jan-Peter/Hayn, Doris (2004achhaltigkeitsforschung — jen-
seits von Disziplinierung und anything goes. Inli&eArmin (Hrsg.): GAIA. Ecologi-
cal Perspectives in Science, Humanities and Ecarsomi2004. 254-261

Ostner, llona (2007): Sozialwissenschaftliche Etiperund Politik. Das Beispiel des
Siebten Familienberichts. In: Zeitschrift fir Sdeamgie. 36, 5. 385-390

Powell, Walter W. (1990): Neither market or hietarcNetwork forms of organization.
In: Research in organizational behavior. 12, 296-33

Provan, Keith G./Kenis, Patrick (2007): Modes oftiak Governance: Structure,
Management and Effectiveness. In: Journal of PuBbieninistration Research and
Theory. 18, 229-252

Provan, Keith G./Fish, Amy/Sydow, J6rg (2007): totganizational Networks at the
Network Level: A Review of the Empirical Literatuomn Whole Networks. In: Journal
of Management. 33, 3. 479-516

Renn, Ortwin/Deuschle, Jurgen/Jager, Alexander/\&@eihehle, Wolfgang (2007): Leit-
bild Nachhaltigkeit. Eine normativ-funktionale Kayion und ihre Umsetzung. Indi-
katoren und Nachhaltigkeit. Band 5. Edited by Dabfecher, Hans/Teichert, Vol-
ker/Wilhelmy, Stefan. Wiesbaden

Ristau, Malte (2005): Der 6konomische Charme denik& In: Aus Politik und Zeit-
geschichte. 23-24/2005, 16-23

Schafer, Martina (2008): Wissenschaft, die sich demausforderungen der Zukunft
stellt: Charakteristika der Nachhaltigkeitsforscuin: Amelung, Nina/Mayer-Scholl,
Barbara/Schéafer, Martina/Weber, Janine (Eds.) 28@&stieg in Nachhaltige Entwick-
lung. Frankfurt am Main. 21-37



REGINA AHRENS 38

Williamson, Oliver E. (1975): Markets and hieraesi Analysis and antitrust implica-
tions. New York



